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The CHAIRi^iM (C^nadd) .' I declare open the. one hundred and eighth plenary 
meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Wation Committee on Disarmaments 

Mr> .8 TELLE (United States of America) ;^ On 11 March my delegcition pointed 
out that one important task before us is to define what we are really talking about 
when we speak of on-site inspections (ENDG/PV • 107 , p*43) . Secretary of State Rusk 
aptly stated the nature of this problem when he said at his news conference last 
Friday that the question of the number of on-site inspections is highly theoretical 
until we know what it is we are talking about. He phrased it this way^ 

'Hve do not yet have in our discussions in Geneva any satisfactory 
answer to the question^ ^the number of what?'" 
Today my delegation wishes to describe what it is we mean by inspections when we talk 
about an annual quota of seven on-site inspections* 

In his opening statement at this session of the Conference^ Ivlr. Foster made it 
clear that the type of verification system about which we are now talking is 
substantially different from the systemis we have talked about in the past. He said? 
'^I think it would promote progress in these talks if we could all 
secure a more or less common understanding of the kind of verification 
which is now the subject of negotiations o Although not yet precisely 
defined;, that verification system is substantially different from the 
kinds of systems this Committee was discussing before the recess. That 
is the central fact of the exchange of letters between President Kennedy 
and Chairman Khrushchev.-'^ It is a fact which has been obscured by a 
debate over numbers; it is a fact^ none the less^ which is far broader 
than the present much-publicized inspection quota controversy J' 
( ENDC/PVo96. t),10 ) 

As my delegation has made clear in recent meetings^ we believe that^ as we begin 
talking about smaller quota numbers — quota numbers in the range of single digits ~; 
there is a necessity to maximize the deterrent effect and the confidence-building 
effect of each on-site inspection. Therefore^ as a result' both of the new basis of 
agreement arising from the exchange of letters^ and of the need to maximize the 
deterrent effect of on-site inspections and the confidence-building effect;, the 

SnDC/73. 74 
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United States has revised in several ways its view of the arrangements^ or what we 
have come to call modalities^ which should be set forth in the treaty regarding 
on-site inspection. 

Recently the United States made known to this Conference that it had proposed 
the number of seven for the on-site inspection quota in a private meeting with the 
then Soviet representative • That number was proposed as a forward move to meet the 
Soviet position on on-site inspection^ and as a token of our^ genuine interest in a 
nuclear test ban. It was put forward in connexion with certain inspection arrangements 
which I should like to describe to the Committee today, ils I explained to the 
representative of Poland at our last meeting (ENDC/pV.107;. p»8):> they are the 
arrangements upon which our suggestion of the number seven was predicated. The 
arrangements which I will describe are only for the inspection of events in the Soviet 
Union^ in the United States and in the United Kingdom. 

The Soviet Union has been informed^ both here in Geneva and in Moscow^ that we 
are making our position known on these issues in the Conference today. The Soviet 
Union has been asked in our private conversations to state its position on them. 
Thus far there has been no reply. The stating of our position today should not — 
I repeat;, should not — be construed to mean in any way that. we have given up hope 
that the Soviet Union will make its position clear. On the contrary^ we believe that, 
by making our position clear to all the members of the Conference, we may stimulate a 
discussion on these questions — a discussion in which we devoutly hope the Soviet 
Union will play an active role befitting its status as a major nuclear Power interested 
in banning nuclear .weapon tests. ' 

We believe that the system for inspection can be considerably simplified if 
seismic events are designated for inspection through a procedure involving •"other- 
side choice". That would mean that seismic events in the United States and in the 
United Kingdom would be designated for inspection by the Soviet Union, and in the 
Soviet Union by the United States and by the United Kingdom. Under that procedure the 
designating party would submit seismic data from at least four seismic stations to 
establish the location of an event which it might later wish to inspect. Such a 
submission would be accompanied by a statement that the event could not be identified 
as natural in origin under agreed treaty criteria. The ..data locating the epicentre 
of lihe event in question would also have to be submitted and would have to meet agreed 
treaty criteria. 
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With respect to the location criteria the United States proposes that we use 
criteria which have been, in part^ already agreed between the United States, the 
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, and which are contained in article VIII of the 
draft comprehensive treaty dated 27 August 1962 (ENDC/58) . Similarly, the criteria 
previously agreed between the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union 
for the identification of certain events as natural in origin could also be a part 
of the treaty. Those latter criteria would eliminate from consideration events which 
occurred deeper than 60 kilometres, certain large events in the deep ocean, and 
foreshocks and aftershocks of large earthquakes identified in the first two 
categories . 

Should a State designating an event, after receiving clarification and data 
concerning the event from the host country, wish to carry out an inspection, it should 
have the right to select, within the agreed quota, the particular designated event 
for inspection. 

During our private meetings with the representatives of the Soviet Union in 
Sew lork and Washington we indicated that, in view of our shift from asking for an 
international system of control posts spaced on a grid patter to agreement on a 
system of national networks of control posts, the ability to locate epicentres 
accurately might have been somewhat degraded. As a result, we mentioned at that time 
to the Soviet representatives in our private talks in i^ew York and Washington that 
the inspection zone ™ that is, the area open for inspection — might need to be 
700 to 800 square kilometres in area. However, a careful review of the scientific 
problems concerned in determing the location of an epicentre, and ah evaluation of 
the shift we have proposed to the use of the principle of the reciprocal location of 
epicentres, indicate that an area somewhat reduced in size from, what had previously 
been thought to be necessary would -probably be adequate. The United States now 
proposes that the on-site inspection be limited to an ellipse of $00 square kilometres 
in area with a seiai-major axis of a maximum of 15 kilometres.- 

We believe that on-site inspection teams will perform a crucial task. We believe 
that, in order to ensure the highest order of technical. efficiency, nationals of the 
nuclear sides should fill certain important technical positions in the inspection 
teams. We consider, after careful analysis, that there would probiably be about 
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fourteen such technical positions for an inspection of a nuclear Staters" territory. 
Therefore the United States believes that the teams inspecting a seismic event in the 
United States should be composed of about fourteen Soviet technical experts plus an 
additional number of experts from States not members of either NaTO or the Warsaw 
Pact. Teams which inspected events in the Soviet Union would be similarly composed 
of fourteen United States-United Kingdom technical experts^, with the remainder of the 
team composed of nationals v/ho were experts from States not members of NATO or the 
Warsaw Pact, 

■ If teams were composed of twenty-eight inspectors^, there would of course be an 
equal number of technicians from ''the other nuclear side'' and from States not members 
of the military pacts o However^ if teams were to be smaller in number — and perhaps 
as few as twenty inspectors might be sufficient for some on-site inspections — we 
believe that the principle of reciprocal or adversary . inspection should be maintained 
with respect to technical experts o In the case of twenty inspectors^ therefore^ there 
would be fourteen nationals from one of the nuclear sides and six from the States not 
members of the military pacts in an inspection group in the territory of a nuclear 
Power « 

The chief of the inspection team in the territory of a nuclear State should be a 
national of the other nuclear sideo If the host country desired^^ the team could be 
accompanied by a nuraber of host-country observers equal to the total number of team 
members • 

rfith respect to the tasks and duties of an inspection team^. a team should have 
guaranteed freedom of movement in the inspection zone and be able to conduct lo\/-level 
aerialj. ground and sub-surface inspection of the area concerned* It should provide 
all of its own inspection equipment and instruments^, except for heavy transportation 
equipment such as helicopters and trucks^ which should be provided by the host country* 

On the use of automatic seismic stations^ the United States has proposed that the 
Soviet Union;, the United States and the United Kingdom supply sealed recorders and 
certain sealed instruments for automatically-recording seismic stations. Those 
stations would be built according to agreed specifications by the United Kingdom^ the 
United States and the Soviet Union. The host country v/ould have certain responsibilities 
for the maintenance of those automatic recording stations. Data from the sealed 
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recording stations would be picked up and the sealed instruments would be maintained 
and checked by personnel from the other side and from the international comm.ission a 
maximum of eight tiraes each yearo Those data could be extremely useful in clarifying 
the nature of a particular seismic event early in the inspection process o 

We are suggesting too that the data from each automatic seismic station should 
also be registered outside the station on a recording device identical to the one 
within o The data obtained outside the autoiiiatic seismic station would be picked up 
and transmitted at re.^ular intervals j^ perhaps once a week^ by host country personnel • 
The data would be forwarded to the international commission- for its own use and for 
transmission to the other side« The Unit-d States has proposed^ as delegations know^, 
that there be seven such automatic recording stations located in the Soviet -Union <> 

AS a part of the inspection arrangements ws should. be willing to agree, that the 
host country could exclude a sensitive defence installation from the area- to be 
inspected* The host country would provide the country requesting the inspection;^ 
and the comimission;, with a report explaining that a particular installation v/as to be 
excluded because it v/as a sensitive defence installation^ The requesting State should 
have the right to continue the inspection in such circumstances,, excluding the defence 
installation^ or to cancel the inspection if it wished^ without loss of an inspection 
quota number • In addition^ abuse of the exclusion provision could be considered 
grounds on which withdrawal from the treaty could take place • 

Finally., if it were considered necessary to undertake drillings the leader of the 
inspection team, would have to give .notice of that fact within a time period of five 
weeks from the start of the inspection. If drilling operations were undertaken^ the 
host country would agree to permit additional persons to enter the inspection area;-, 
as v/ell as the necessary hoa.y equipment* 

I have just given the Committee the broad outline of a number of 'those inspection 
arrangements which we consider will be necessary to ensure that each inspection will 
be most meaningful^ both in terms of being an effective deterrent and as a builder of 
confidence between the parties to the treaty. I have also indicated our position with 
regard to data from automatic seismic, sta"' ions v/hich may be a useful supplement to 
information from national stations during the. early part of the inspection process. 



ENDC/P\M08 
10 



( Mj? > Stell e, United St ates ) 



Unfortunately, thus far the Soviet Union has given us no indication of 
whether it believes the arrangements which earlier v/ere made clear to its 
representatives, and which I have just outlined, are acceptable, whether it 
has major objections, or whether it has additional proposals or suggestions to 
make. It seems clear to my delegation -^hat Soviet responses are essential if 
we are to move into fruitful negotiations on a nuclear test ban treaty- 

We have pointed out a number of times the conflicting Soviet statements about 
the case or difficulty which there might be in reaching agreement on those issues. 
We certainly hope it will be easy to reach agreement on them^ and, frankly, we 

can see no reason why it should not be» 

\Je earnestly urge the Soviet delegation to let us have its views on these 
issues; or, if it has no instructions on them, we urge it immediately to seek 
instructions from its Government so that we may get' on with the solution of the 
problem of reaching agreement on an effective nuclear test ban treaty. 

Ivtr . MACOVESCU (Romania): When, in my intervention of 6 March, I 
challenged the scientific basis of the stand taken in. this Committee by the 
Western nuclear Powers in the negotiations on a nuclear test ban (E.NDC/PV.105, p. 12), 
the Romanian delegation was pursuing one aim only — to facilitate the further 
progress of our proceedings- It is the conv.''.ction of my delegation that, by 
removing the so-called scientific screen behind which the Western delegations 
try to conceal the political targets which inspire their position, we shall 
contribute to the establishment of conditions propitious for fruitful negotiation 
which should bring about > at the earliest posDible date, the conclusion of a treaty 
banning all nuclear weapon tests ^ in all environments and for all time. That 
aim rules out the intention which the representative of the United States was 
attributing to me (ibid., p. 18): that of plunging into a technical discussion. 

It is the same aim that inspires me today v;hen I again take the floor on this 
matter, and by no means the intention to engage. in polemics v/ith Vir* Stelle or 
the desire to have the last word in a discusaion-.- Such ^^glory" is alien to 
us* The final goal of our negotiations here ivO. of* paramount importance for the 
present and the future of mankind, and we will not be lured by the, glitter of 
swords crossed for the sake of personal brilliance. 
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I appreciated the effort "made during our meeting of 11 March by the 

representative of the United States^ jytr* Stelle^ to defend the past and the 

present stand of the Western nuclear Powers (ENDG/PV.107^ pp.5 et seq>),- but I 

must confess^ In all frankness, that his plea was not successful in shattering 

my opinion that the points made by me before this Committee in the meeting of 

6 March were co^rrectt As a matter of fact they expressed the essence of the 

earlier statements made by Senator Humphrey and Senator Anderson, as well as 

by Mr. Foster, to the effect that the United States of America, in its demand 

for on-site inspections, was relying on a series of erroneous data and calculations 

and on obvious exaggerations. 
I quote again?. 

"♦•, about four years ago there was an arithmetical error made by US 
scientists which made the figure much larger than the facts warranto d« 
*♦• a monumental error /was7 made* c • ♦ we were basing our calculations 
in 1*958 and 1959 and I960 upon records that were accumulated from 1932 to 
1936 • ft 6 ^ we made a lot of miscalculations around that timoo , • • We 
magnified the number of earthquakes .^c• the treaty of i^ril 18, 1961; 
,♦• was based on this same erroneous -information which now makes it 
look a little silly J' (ENDC/PV o 10 5 y pR vl3.r U 45 ) 

VJhat was the reaction of the United States delegation when the delegation of 
Romania brought to the Committee ^s notice these facts and statements which 
demonstrate the lack of scientific basis of the Western nuclear Powers' position? 
At the meeting of 6 March the representative of the United States challenged 
them, stating; 

"••• it is not a question of operating on the basis of ' old data in error. 
It has been a question of- operating on the data that we had at hand and 
with the most' precise accuracy that could be developed on the bas.^s of 
that datao" (ibid. . p^20 ) 
It is not n^r i^iter;tion to comment upon that statement by Mr. Stelle« I leave it to 
him to reconcile it with the previous quotations I adduce dr 

Meanwhile the United vStates representative probably has read what I have 
said, v/hat Senator Humphrey and Senator Anderson have -said and what Mr 9 Foster has 
said, and he was able to note that what I quoted had really been said by those 
United States statesmen^ That is, in our view, the explanation for the caution 
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d5.splayed to a certain extent by him in his statement during the meeting of the 
Committee on 11 March (ENDC/PV.IO?^ pp*5 et sepo). On that occasion ]>ir. Stelle 
challenged only part of the conclusions I arrived at (ENDC/pV*105^ pp»JL4A5)» 
Those conclusions amounted to the following four, which I hope I shall be allowed 
to recall to this Committee, 

First; for a period of m.ore than four years during which the test ban treaty 
was being negotiated, the United States Government made reference to and based its 
stand on data accimtilated between 1932 and 1936. 

Second, we are faced not by insignificant errors but by '^monumental errors". 

Third, it is not a case of reconciling the political factors with the 
scientific ones^ it is a case of a political stand based upon erroneous data. 

Fourth, we have an explicit acknowledgement of a distortion of facts, and of 
a large-scale distortion too* 

The first two of those conclusions" were not challenged by Mr. Stelle* 
Besides, I repeat that they are net only my conclusions; they are also the 
conclusions drawn by the Chairman of the United States Senate Sub-Committee on 
Disarmament, Senator Humphrey, and by 'Mr^ Foster: that the United States 
Government had been operating for neexly four years on the basis of data accumulated 
between 1932 and 1936, and that the data upon which the United States stand was 
based embody "monumental'' errors. But the representative of the United States 
has tried to challenge the conclusions which stem from precisely those premises, 
which he could not deny* That is why he endeavoured to present things as if all 
the time, and particularly today, the demands of the Western side with regard to 
the number of on-site inspections and of automatic seismic stations to be sited 
on Soviet territory were based upon scientific data* 

I do not intend to go into technical or scientific details. That has been 
done by the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. However, with 
regard to the following contention made by the United States representative: 

"Our figures on on-site inspection have in the past been related to the 

number of doubtful events rather than to the total number of seismic 

events . " ( ENDC/FV.1Q7^ p.7 ) , 
I cannot refrain from reading out to the Committee the following words of Mr. Foster?. 
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'^There are •ao a variety of ways of proceeding with respect to 
the on-site inspection problem* In the past^ when the United States 
believed there would be, in the USSR, about 100 shallow earthquakes 
above a magnitude of 4.75 (19 kilotons in tuff ) and sone 600 shallow 
earthquakes above 4r0 (2 kilotons in tuff) we proposed that the number 
of on-site inspections should range from 12 to 20. 

"Today, the estimated number of shallow earthquakes in the 
USSR above magnitudes 4,7? and 4«0 has been reduced to about 40 and 
170, respectively. With such a reduction, there arises the question 
whether the proposed number of on-site inspections should be reduced^ 
The argument will undoubtedly be advanced that since the number of 
earthquakes has been reduced by a factor of at least 2-^, it should be 
possible to reduce the number of on-site inspections." 
That quotation is from the hearings of 25 July and 2 August 1962, page 12. As 
one can see, the explanation given by Mro Stelle is not consonant with the reasons 
adduced by Mro Foster. 

A second factor to be considered in this matter is the ratio between the total 
number of earthquakes and that of unidentified seismic events. That- ratio is 
reduced, on the one hand, as the technique of identifying seismic events is 
developed, and on the other hand as the number of instilments used for the 
identification of such events is increased* On both sides, the number of 
unidentified seismic events is being steadily reduced as against the total number 
of seismic events. Vw, Foster, making reference only to the first factor, which 
reduces the proportion of unidentified seismic events as against earth tremors 
in general, stated: 

"There has been an improvement in the capability to detect tests 
by a distant network" . 
I quote from the same hearings, page lOe 

In his turn, Mr. Foster *s deputy, r1r» Fisher, in a letter published by 
The Washington Post on 4 March 1963, to which reference has already been made in 
this Committee (ENDC/PV.106> p. 25), saysj 

"••0 the number of earthquakes'" in the USSR is less by a factor of .2-g- 

than we previously believed*, This, coupled with our increased knowledge of 
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earthquake identifications, means that the number of uniuentified underground 

events for vjhich 'we might consider inspections^ will be very substantially 

smaller than "was assumed a fe'w years ago^'o 
Like Mv c Foster, >1r. Fisher proceeds from a premise that differs from that of 
Kiro Stelle, 

NoT/j, there is a second factor in the reduction of this ratio o From the 
quotation I have given here it can be seen that persons of consequence in the 
United States are pleading for the reduction of the number of on-site inspections, 
starting frcm the premise that the netvjork of stations for the detection and 
identification of presumed underground nuclear explosions in the Soviet Union x^ould 
have to consist orJLy of United States stations — that is, of stations sited on 
United States territory* But one must bear in mind that in the event of a treaty 
coming into effect, then, as the representative of India, Mr* Lall, rightly pointed 
out at our informal meeting on U March, to detect and identify presumed nuclear 
explosions in the Soviet Union use vjould be made not only of the seismic stations 
sited on United States territory but also of the stations of all the other countries 
of the world, plus three automatic seismic stations: sited in the USSR, plus three 
automatic seismic stations sited in the 'immediate vicinity of the Soviet frontiers c 
It is obvious that the totality of those means covers all practical needs x^ith" 
regard to the detection and identification of underground nuclear explosions • 

On the other hand, gne must not forget that, in accepting tv;o to three on^-site 
inspections a year on the territory of the USSR, the Soviet Government has accepted 
the use of a supplementary factor of insurance ^ .although it is not really needed o 
This is a political action of exceptional significance, stemming as it does from a 
sincere desire to facilitate the conclusion of a treaty c It is precisely that 
aspect of the matter which the Western delegations do not understand, or do not want 
to understand • 

The representative of the United States told us during preceding meetings about 
the efforts made in the United States in the period 1958 to 1959 for the purpose of 
correcting the erroneous evidence and of obtaining correct data. Now-, what is- -the- 
situation? On 5 January 1959^ on the basis of some tests carried out in the autumn 
of 1958, the United States delegation to the tripartite negotiations submitted a 
working paper (GEN/DNT/25) concerning the 'so-called »'new seismic data^'o Two 
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elements arrest our attention* First ^ it vjas mentioned in that document that the 
number of earthquakes a year equivalent to a given yield was about double that 
previously estimated • Thus it v;as estimated that the number of earthquakes on the 
globe as a whole equivalent to or bigger than explosions of a given yield was 
36,400 a year — that is, more than double the number estimated in the Geneva system. 
Secondly, it was stated in that document that the annual number of unidentified 
continental earthquakes equivalent to 5 kilotons or larger would be greater than 
that previously estimated by a factor of ten or moroo 

United States scientists, this time assisted by their United Kingdom colleagues, 
continued all through 1959 to indulge in their attitude of magnifying the data 
regarding the number of earthquakes o That appeared in a striking manner particularly 
in November-December 1959 during the proceedings of Technical Working Group 2, which 
was attended by Soviet, United States and United Kingdom experts o The Soviet 
experts drew attention to those exaggerations o Thus in Annex II of the report 
of the Technical Working Group on seismic problems dated 18 December 1959, in which 
the statement of the Soviet experts was reproduced, it was stated that 

".o. on the basis of a more careful analysis of the new seismic 
data, the Soviet experts have come to the conclusion that the annual 
numbers of earthquakes throughout the world equivalent to explosions 
of given yield are, if anything, smaller than the numbers estim.ated 
at Geneva in 1958 and not lo5 or 2 times greater, as is asserted in 
the United States documents o^' (GEN/DIviT/TWGo2/ 9. Annex II; Pc6 ) 
At that time Soviet experts estimated that there were about 6,300 earthquakes 
throughout the world, as against the 36,400 contended in the United States document 
of 5 January. 1959 — that is, six times fewer a As for continental earthquakes, the 
Soviet experts showed that their number could be calculated by reducing the total 
number by one-half. 

According to Mro Stelle^s own statement at our meeting of 6 i'krch, th^ data 
submitted by United States scientists which have been mentioned above "moved things 
in what might be said to be the \^rong directiono" (ENDC/PVa055 Pol9)o But can 
that assessment be considered satisfactory? Is it enough simply to admit that 
those data moved things in a "wrong direction" when, by invoking precisely such data, 
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the delegations of the V/estern nuclear Powers have constantly created obstacles 
and in the long run have kept negotiations on a nuclear test ban at a standstill 
for as long as four years? 

Such an assessment cannot satisfy anybody^ either in this' Committee or outside 
it. The United States Government cannot claim that it vjasnot in a position to 
consider the scientific accuracy of the data supplied by United States scientists o 
The Soviet scientists^ point of view, to which we have previously referred, had been 
made known to the United States Government in due timeo That point of view -- which 
incidentally proved to be right '■— was not taken into consideration either by the 
United vStates Government or by its delegation at the negotiations o 

So much for the period when the data invoked by the United States moved things 
in the wrong direction. Now I shall make a few comments on the stand of the 
United States delegation during the period when the new data- avq.ilable to the 
United States Government -- to use the words of the United Staoes representative — 
"moved the problem in the right direction rather than in the wrong direction o" ( ibidc ) 

At our meeting on 11 tiarch i'^Ir. Stelle stressed (ENDC/PV.107, p. 5) that the 
United States Government had published a considerable member of volumes regarding 
the scientific data and made reference to the document concerning the Vela project 
(ENDG/45) V ^^d so on, as testimony meant to prove that his Government had not 
distorted its scientific stand in order to substantiate a political", posit ion o I 
have followed attentively the statements of the United vStates delegation in this 
Committee. I have. studied the document concerning the Vela project as well as 
other documents which, the United States delegation has submitted to this 'Conference c 
I must confess, however, that nowhere have I been able to find an acknowledgement 
of the errors which were discussed in the Senate Sub-Committee and which I brought 
to the notice of this Committee at our meeting of 6 March. (ENDC/PV. 105, Pol3)o Even. 
MTo Foster, in his capacity as head of the United States delegation, did. not say 
anything here in this chamber about the errors which he had acknowledged before 
the Senate Sub-Comimittee on 25 July and 2 August 1962 <, Is it that "scientific 
considerations have prevented the- United Strates delegation from bringing this state 
of affairs to our knowledge*: 
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Now, what was the stand of the Unit 3d States delc:^gation after the new data were 
disclosed? Did it go hand in hand with the new technical and scientific data? Hero 
are some examples which prove the contrary,. 

We all recall the statements of the United States delegation during the second 
half of last year that the use of national stations for purposes of control over the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests was unacceptable to the United States o At present 
the United States representatives acknowled^-^e the efficiency of those stations and 
state that the United States Government is now relying mainly on themo It would be 
interesting to learn the reason for the scientific substantiation of this change of 
stand « 

Here is another example o Last year representatives of the Western nuclear Powers 
contended that a control system was required such as would make it certain that no 
underground explosion had been carried outo On 17 August 1962 the United States 
representative said i 

"Valuable weapons effects information can and will often call for only a 
single test —- a series is not necessary; or they may be a part of a 
series in which other events go undetected o Who knows precisely what a 
series is if some of the events go undetected? A single test may well be 
converted into very meaningful results, without any other tests, with 
significant laboratory work J' ( ENDG/PVo71, Pc21 ) 

The Romanian delegation, like other delegations here, has repeatedly stated that 
what really matters in the light of the problem with which we are confronted is not 
isolated tests but whole series of nuclear weapon tests carried out underground o In 
fact, the crux of the matter is that a series of undej^ground nuclea.r tests cannot 
escape detection, and no governrient may reckon that, wore it to violo.te a test ban 
treaty and carry out a series of such underground nuclear tests, they would go 
undetected. It took a few months for the most authoritative person in the United States, 
President Kennedy, to admit the correctness of our point of viewo In his press 
conference on 6 March President Kennedy said 

"I believe we will insist upon a test ban treaty which gives us 
assurance that if any country conducted a series of clandestine underground 
tests that series would be (detected -^ 
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I quote from the New York Times of 7 March 1963, because I do not have the official 
text. 

I should like to" give just one more examp."^e. It is known that about three 
times more seic::mic events take plac-3 in the United States of A^merica than in the 
Soviet Unions Scientifically it would be r^-asonable for the number of automatic 
seismic stations and on-site inspections for the United States to be three times 
S:--ater than for the Soviet Union, Bivb the United States delegation is suggesting 
an eqaal figure of se^/en for both the J jviet- Union and the United St^^te3♦ The 
qurjotion naturally arises: either sevexi is all right from a^ scientific point of 
•^/le-.r ^o far as the Soviet Union is concerned, in which case we do not understand 
why United States proposals uo net prcv:-.uo for twenty-one in the case of the United 
States 5 or seven is all right as applied to the United States, and in that case 
why does not the United Stp.tcs delegation suggest one--third of the seven for the 
Soviet Union — that iS;. precisely t-'^.o to three inspections? Of course,- the 
I'^jotern Powers will make reference to the idea of equality. But everyone can see 
that that idea of equality is a politicr^l one and is by no means a matter of 
a-.^lying seismological or other scientific data to our issue. 

Before concluding I should like to return to an idea put ..orward at the 
b.-^^-iuning of my remarks, and to state once more that it is not my intention to engage 
in polem.ics with the United States representative — and that not because. I am 
orpo3ed, in principle, to polemics « We stand for that method whenever, by using 
it; we are in a position to mc.]ze truth come to light • But now I want to put aside 
everything which prevents us from achieving the agreomQntso eagerly expected by all 
honest-minded people the world over in order to put an end for all time to the 
nuclear arm.s race, and in order to remove the danger to the health of humanity 
engendered by nuclear explosions o Once more we request the United States delegation, 
e::A we shall continue to do so. to go along this path. 

A.t our last meeting yoU; Mr. Chairman, particularly honoured me by quoting 
(.SNDG/H.107, Po26) the closing words of my intervention on 6 March ,(£1\IDC/FV. 105, pp •.17,1 
- _.. -.epresented an appeaJ. to co-operation, understanding, realism and flexibility, 
you did not deem it necessary^. Mr, Chairman, to qaote the paragraph as a whole, but 
loft aside two sentences, the last two, which have a significance of their own. I 
should like to quote the whole paragraph; since it does represent the consistent 
::ba"d of the Romanian delegations 
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"•e .there should be no victor and no vanquished in this 
Conference The point is not to undeiTiiine the prestige of one 
country or another^ of one government or another^ The point is that 
we have to find together the best solution for the intricate issue 
facing us today^ but in order to achieve that goal all the governments 
represented here must give proof of their courage to take action and 
of their determination to solve the problem. The Government of the 
Soviet Union has given that proof. It is now up to the United States 
Government ♦ " (ibid> ) 

•' The GHAIRMfiJI (Canada) s With the permission of the Committee, I should now 
like to make a statement in my capacity as representative of Canada. What I have 
to say refers mostly to Mr« Tsarapkin*s statement at our one hundred and sixth 
meeting, which I listened to and then read with care. I have also taken into 
account what he said on 11 March (£NDC/FV.107, pp.32 et seq .). Ilr. Tsarapkin 
brought out a number of interesting arguments which, of course, deserve to be 
carefully considered. On the other hand, there is much in his speech with which the 
Canadian delegation cannot agree. However, we are happy to note that he. said in 
concluding his" speech of S March s 

^^We believe that there are still possibilities of coming to an 
agreement! but as many representatives here have rightly observed, 
we must not let those possibilities disappear. 

"The Soviet Union is interested in an agreement on the prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tects, but, of course, on .a mutually-acceptable basis. 
The Soviet Government desires to conclude such an agreement because it 
corresponds with the interests of the Soviet people, the Ajnerican 
people, the British people and all the other peoples of the world, and 
because it corresponds with the interests cf the consolidation of 
peace in the world". ( ENDC/F\r.l06. p.33 ) 

A.S I said, the delegation of Cancda agrees vlth these sentiments 5 and it is 
for the purpose of helping to promote the agreement, which Mr. Tsarapkin says the 
Soviet Union desires, that I am making these comments on what he had to say, 
together with some suggestions. 
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According to the English verbatim- record of that same meeting, the representative 
of the Soviet. Union said s 

"The Soviet Government has done everything possible to create the most 
favourable conditions for a speedy solution of the problem of the 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. We have made a decisive concession 
on inspection," ( ibid^ . p>19 ) 

Now, with respect, we do not feel that the Soviet Government has done everything 
possible • We agree that the Soviet concessir^n — or that act of the Sovist Union^ 
since we do not like the word "concession" in these negotiations -- was very 
helpful, and we have said so before* V/hy do- we think that the Soviet Government 
has not done everything possible? 

To cite one very Important point, we would, begin by referring to the argument 
which- Mr^ Tsarapkin adduced at that one hundred and sixth me'eting, and to which the 
representative of Romania has just referred. jir, Tsarapkin is recorded as sayings 
'^/Iccording to the data of Dr. Latter, at least three times, as many 
seismic events occur each year in the territory of the United States 
as in the territory of the Soviet Union. If a scientific approach 
were ad^^pted in determining one*s position — as the United States. 
delegation claims to have done — then the United States should 
propose for its territory an inspection quota at least three times as 
great." ( ibid., pp>2^ ) 

fi.s far as the Canadian delegation is aware the Soviet Union has not previously 
asked the United States to allow three times as many inspections on United States 
territory because of the greater number of seismic events there, and is not asking 
for that at the present time. The reason for that is that the Soviet -Union has 
claimed that it can detect and identify, and has detected and identified, all 
underground nuclear explosions carried out in .the United States, using its «^wn 
network of seismic stations. The Soviet Union representative has been asked 
many times to demonstrate how it does that, but he has never complied with the 
invitation. Furthermore Mr. Dean, representing the United States, stated in the- 
First Committee of the United Nations General issembiy that Soviet reports of 
underground nuclear tests in the United States were erroneous^ and Mr. Stelle 
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cited Mr, Dean's statement again at our meeting' of 11 March (aNDC/W« 10.7^ Po9), If 
Mr* Tsarapkin still maintains that the Soviet Union has detected and identified 
all underground nuclear tests carried out. in the United States, he should be able 
to prove that claimo If he does so, than it would seem to the Canadian delegation 
that the Soviet Union's "political act" is indeed properly described as generous and 
its view is justified that on-site inspections are not strictly necessary. 

If the Soviat Union has the scientific ability and the skill to perform that 
feat of detecting and identifying all underground nuclear tests in the United States, 
it should be able to find some way of proving it can do it* And it would seem in 
that case that if the Soviet Union can do it — I think the Soviet argument runs — 
it should be possible also for the United States and the other nations of the free 
world, and the general network of stations throughout the world collaborating in the 
work of the international scientific commission which it is agreed should be set upe 

I'Jhat is to be done if the Soviet Union refuses to agree to substantiate to 
our satisfaction its claim that it can identify all underground nuclear explosions 
occurring in other parts of the world? I think we then have to say regretfully to 
the Soviet Union that its claim is not proven and that we m.ust find some other means 
of settling the problem of how many on-site inspections are needed to give the 
requisite assurance, 

•'Parameter" hasbecone quite a vogue-word in disarmament discussions, and 
particularly in relation to the problem of settling the number of on-site inspections o 
l^ien I was studying mathematics, which was quite a long time ago, I understood that 
"parameter" was defined as "a quantity constant in the case considered, but varying 
in different cases". In solving some kinds of problems which. are expressed as an 
algebraic function, different values are assigned to certain factors in the aquation 
for different cases, and it has seemed to ne that it might make for more precise 
thinking on the subject of the nu;iiber of on-site inspections if we could reduce the 
problem to. something approaching a mathematical formula ^ and I have tried to do this, 
with vsomj assistance from' more expert mathematicians . The Secretariat is now 
passing round a piece of paper which will show the formula as I have developed it, 
and which I hope will assist the Conference to follow what I have to say. 
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The unknown quantity which we wish to establish is the number of inspe.ctions| 
and we will call that n. The first parameter is the number of unidentifiable 
events, which we will call E. That number will be determined by the criteria which 
are adopted. 

This morning Mr. Stene gave ( Supra , pp. 7 et sea .) some details about the 

criteria which, his delegation proposes and which have previously been discussed in 

the three-nation Committee. If one of those events is a nuclear explosion, it 

would seem that the probability, which we will indicate by the letter F, of an on-site 

inspection detecting that violation is given by a sijnple formula: 

F = n 
E 

The probability is. the number of inspections over the total number of events. 

Another consideration now enters — and it was discussed at some length by the 
representative, of Romania — namely, that there would have to be a number of. 
underground explosions, not a single one, for a real violation to take place 
(Su£ra, p. 17 ) .: The representative of Romania made the rather arbitary statement, 
I think, that a series cannot escape detection. It would be possible for a series 
to escape detection, as a consideration of probabilities will make clear. But what 
President Kennedy said was that the United States required a number of inspections 
which would give sufficient assurance that if a country conducted a series it would 
be detected. So we have to take into consideration the probability, not of 
detecting a single event, but of detecting a series; and I think that, by and large, 
it has been- agreed that a single nuclear test of low yield will not be of any great 
value, and that any nation contemplating violating a nuclear test ban treaty for the 
purpose of developing nuclear weapons would require to make a series of several 
explosions. 

So let us assume that ten explosions would be needed for an effective series, 
although a lesser number could possibly be sufficient for certain purposes. • We shall 
then have the problem of detecting ten explosions, not one, out of our total number of 
unidentified events, E. Let us denote the number of explosions in our hypothetical 
clandestine series by the letter C. The probability of detecting one of those events 
is given, as a reasonable approximation "- although it is not, strictly speaking, the ■ 
proper probability equation in this matter but a simple approximation — as follows. 



ENDC/PVao8 
23 



( The Chairman » Canada ) 



The probability of detecting ten events in a total number of unidentifiable events, 
E^ is given by the equation 

P = n G , 
^ E 

n being, as before, the number of inspections. 

The next factor which should be taken into account, and which was discussed by 

the representative of the United States this morning, is the area of inspection agreed 

upon, . We could give that the letter R to distinguish it. Related to that is the 

quantity A, meaning the area within which a certain percentage of detected events can 

be locatedo The value of that quantity or parameter would be determined by the 

results of experiments or experience in that field — seismological science — the 

experience which shows the accuracy with which the epicentre of events can be 

located. It should be clear that the probability of proving or disproving that a 

nuclear test has taken place will be affected by the ratio between the area in which 

the inspection is to take place and the area in which all, or a certain major 

percentage, of the locations of unidentifiable events may be expected to fall. If 

those two quantities are equal, and if 100 per cent of the events fall in the area 

■n 

denoted by the factor A, then the factor 7 will be unity. But as a rule R will be 

somewhat less than A, and so the factor will reduce the probability of discovering 

the truth about the event — that is, the probability of the inspection team finding 

the spot where it has occurred. Therefore we should add to our second equation the 

•p 
factor 7 so that we get a third equations 

P = n C , R 
^ E A 

We now come to the question of the composition of inspection teams, and again 

we have heard the views of the United States in that connexion. The point is, of 

course, that self-inspection — that is, inspection by a group of nationals of the 

country which might be thought not to have complied with the obligations — would be 

no verification at all^ and the composition of an inspection group would be effective 

in proportion to the number of non-nationals in it in relation to the total number 

of the group — up to certain proportions. I do not need to go into that matter at 
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length, in view of what has been said earlier this morning, but another expression 
could be, added, if we are setting down in these mathematical symbols the various 
problems which have to be solved. That is the factor of the composition of the 
group, which could be expressed as the number of foreign observers in the group, 
divided by the total number in the group, multiplied by some constant, since the 
importance of that factor is probably not as great as that of the other factors in 
the aquation. 

Taking our equation and substituting certain quantities in those parameters, 

if we assign to E, the value of 75, which has been mentioned as the total likely 

number of unidentifiable events 5 if we take the number of possible clandestine 

explosions as 10 (that is c) ; and for the time being assume that the values of the 

other factors are equal to unity, we get the probability of detecting the event 

(Pq) as 

n 10 X 1 X 1. 
■ 75 

I should say that the last two factors which I have, mentioned, relating to area and 
the composition of the inspection teams, will not be equal to unity and will 
therefore reduce somewhat the probability of the detection of the ten events. If 
we are to be certain that a violation will be detected, P should be equal to unity, 
meaning certainty; and if it works out to be something less it will mean that a 
certain risk of violations is being accepted. 

All that may seem very theoretical, and perhaps some representatives may be 
wondering what the purpose of all this exposition is. Of course the values for the 
parameters used in this illustrative mathematical treatment of the subject are quite 
arbitrary, and it is not intended as a mathematical proof that 7.5 is the 
scientifically-correct number of on-site inspections. But I do say that in general 
the process of negotiating on this matter should take the form of considering the 
values to be set on all the relevant factors, the most important of which I have set 
down in my equation, 

I hope that in presenting those formulae I have succeeded in demonstrating the 
close and direct relationship between the main issues which must be negotiated. The 
identification of seismic events depends not only on the number of on-site 
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Inspections, but on many other factors — the factors mentioned — all of which are 
closely interrelated. If the problem is seen in that way I believe the fact 
emerges that;> in order to decide on an effective system of identifying seismic events^ 
including the nmnber of on-site inspections required, the nu.cle'ar Powers must 
negotiate on the factors I have mentioned as a whole, bearing in mind their relation 
to each other o If that task were undertaken by the nuclear Powers with good will 
and without preconceptions, I think they could reach agreement — the agreement 
which MTo Tsarapkin said the Soviet Union was hoping for. 

The representative of Romania said (Supra, p. 13) that when I quoted him in my 
last intervention (ENDC/PV,107, ppo26,27) I did not mention the last two sentences 
of his statements I think I said at the time that I was leaving those sentences out 
because I did not agree with them° and from what I have said today it will be seen 
that my views on the reasons why we are not moving ahead in these negotiations differ 
from hiSe My view is that the Western delegations have shown that they are willing 
to negotiate, but that the Soviet Union, having made its concession, which we 
appreciate, has not shown itself ready to negotiate further on the matter, as is 
necessary if we' are going to reach agreement, 

I have now concluded my statement as representative of Canada, and I shall 
resume my duties as Chairman. 

Mr. TSiJJiJKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from 
Russian ) i 1 cannot let pass without comment what has been said this morning by the 
representative of the United States. I must answer his statement. The clarification 
of the United States position offered this morning by Mr. Stelle is aimed, as he 
himself said, ^t stimulating a discussion on the technical aspects of inspection. 
We note with regret that in this respect the situation remain^ as before s namely, 
•the United States is continuing to avoid solving the main,, basic questions on which 
there is disagreement ~ the inspection quota and the number of automatic seismic 
stations. Without a solution of these questions,- any discussion on the technical, 
administrative, organizational or financial aspects would be useless. 
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Furthermore^ to involve the Committee in such discussions while there is no 
agreement on the number of inspection-s and the number of automatic seismic stations 
would have even harmful consequences, as we have already pointed out on several 
occasions, since they might lead to further disagreements and divergencies. What 
indeed is the use of having technical discussions on drilling, drilling machines and 
so on, if there is no agreement on inspection? These technical discussions .without' 
agreement on the number of inspections and the number of automatic seismic stations 
would, I repeat, be useless, pointless, and even harmful, since they would render 
our negotiations still more difficult. 

The situation would be different if we recorded agreement on a quota of two to 
three inspections a* year, and on the installation of three automatic seismic stations 
on the territory of the Soviet Union and the United States respectively. The 
Committee would then be able immediately to take up the discussion of the technical 
and other aspects relating to the details of on-site inspection. After an 
agreement on the inspection quota, 'these discussions would be carried on not in a 
vacuum, but on the firm foundation of the agreement achieved on a quota. It is 
precisely an agreement on a quota which would give a real meaning to discussions on 
the technical aspects of inspection. Such an agreement would create a favourable 
atmosphere, and would ensure a businesslike" and concrete discussion of the technical 
aspects of on-site inspection. 

The absence of agreement on the inspection quota renders discussion of the 
technical aspects of inspection pointless* What is the point of discussing the 
technical aspects of inspection if there is no agreement on inspection? That is 
the main question. It would be a sheer waste of time 5 we cannot agree to such an 
approach. Mr. Stelle, do not try to make out that the success of our negotiations 
now depends on a discussion of the technical .aspects of inspection rather than on 
an agreement on the inspection quota and the number of automatic seismic stations. 
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The well^-known United States columnist Walter Lippmann has given in 
today ^s Paris edition of " The New York Herald Tribime ^^ a very apt description 
of the real aims of those people in the United States and here in Geneva who 
shout so loudly that they want a treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests 
that would provide safeguards against cheating. This is the constant theme 
of the representatives of the United States and the other l/estern Powers, who 
insist on a larger number of inspections and automatic seismic stations. This 
is what is now preventing an- agreement. In his article iiro Lippmann notes 
with his usual clarity: 
continued in English 

"The most vocal critics at the. moment in this country may say they want 

a foolproof treaty. ViOiat they really want is not to stop testing." 
continued in Russian 

This is precisely the reason why the United States is demanding a larger 
quota of inspections and a larger ntlinber of automatic seismic stations. This 
is precisely the explanation of the United States refusal to agree on the basis 
of the compromise proposal of two to three inspection. As soon as the United 
States displays the necessary goodwill, agreement can be speedily reached on 
the basis of a quota of two to three inspections and three automatic seismic 
stations on the territory of each nuclear Power. 

Sir Paul IvIASOM (United Kingdom): I had not intended to address the 
Conference this morning, and I can promise that what I have to say will be brief, 
I think that this morning ^s meeting has been extremely interesting, mainly 
because we have heard two very important and, as I judge, very constructive 
statements. 

A most interesting proposal was made by the- representative of Canada on 
how it might be possible to bring together and, so to speak, to correlate the 
various factor^ -involved in considering the whole question of an inspection 
and identification' system for a nuclear weapon test treaty. I must admit quite 
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frankly that, unlike the representative of Canada and, for that matter; the 
representative of Romania, I can lay no claim to any mathematical ability, and must 
therefore <ask for indulgence for a little time to be able to study with the care 
v/hich it deserves the argument, particularly the mathematical argument, which the 
Canadian representative put forward. However, I can certainly promise that the 
United Kingdom delegation will study what has been said on that subject* with the 
close care and attention Vi/hich the statement deserves. 

We have heard also a very important statement frem our United States colleague, 
ivlrt StellOo It is within my recollection — and I believe it vjill be within the 
recollection of the Committee as a whole — t." at quite some time ago the representative 
of the United States, Mro Foster, described very briefly the private discussions 
which he had had with the then leader of the Soviet delegation, ivjr. Iiuznetsov, on 
various matters in" relation to which the question of the number of on-site inspections 
and the question of the number of automatic seismic stations ought to be considered 
(M'jDC/PV.IGS, Pi>24), l^'ir* Foster said, if I remember rightly, that he proposed to 
give the Conference at a fairly early date some indication of what he had said to 
lir, Kuznetsov. Perhaps it is hardly too much to say that we have all been awaiting 
with great interest — indeed, perhaps rather anxiously av/aiting — further details 
of what passed on that occasion, or at any rate of what i"ir. Foster himself said. Now 
we have had from Ivir. Stelle a very clear outline — I repeat "outline", because of 
course there are still a great many details which no doubt .will have to be filled in 
at a suitable moment — of the proposals which the United States is making and in 
which it considers that the question of njmbers ought to be taken into account • 

It is much too early to start commenting on v^^hat' ivir« Stelle has said this 
morning, I feel that the statement is so important that each of us will want to 
consider it with great care, and^I believe we shall all regard it as a most important 
contribution to our discussions, a contribution which I personally hope v/ill help us 
in framing our future discussions on the whole question of the conclusion of a nuclear 
weapon test ban treaty* 

V'Jhat is the alternative? There is, of course, an alternative* For the past 
several meetings we have been engaged in a discussion which has based itself upon 
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what seems still to be a confusion in the minds of some of our colleagues from the 
East about the scientific bases for an assessment of a quota of on--site inspections, 
and the political decisions which are involved once a scientific basis has been 
established. We have also been engaged in listening to and in answering what might 
perhaps be called a series of allegations about the way in which the v^estern Powers, 
in particular the United States of course, have responded — or indeed, as it is 
alleged, have not responded — to changes in scientific evidence as they becaine 
available* A good deal has been said today which shovjs that that kind of confusion 
and that sort of allegation are still prevalent; and vw shall continue to deal with 
those questions and to make what we hope will be successful attempts to set the 
record straight. I am not sure that this morning is a good time to do thato I have 
a sense that we should all prefer to study what has been said by Mr, Stelle on the 
other most important aspects of a nuclear test ban treaty. 

It is always being said, as it has been said again today, that those are matters 
of detail. That, I suppose, must remain a matter of opinion, I do not myself see 
how anybody could say with absolute conviction that what we have been listening to 
today in the statement of the United States representative was a series of details 
in the sense in which that word is ordinarily used. Nor, I think, could I accept 
the suggestions which are made that all that is so much in the nature of a dead 
issue; that it is a matter which has been thrashed out again and again without any 
real value to the progress of our work* 

I think I am right in saying that at our last meeting our colleague from 
Czechoslovakia said — and I am not quoting but trying to give the general sense of 
what he said as I understood it — that the problems involved in mounting and carrying 
o\it an inspection had in fact been the subject- of negotiation between the nuQlear 
Powers during the nuclear test Conference, and that therefore it was no good discussing' 
them again now because that Conference had produced no results (ENDC/PV^IO?, p. 21) I 
cannot agre^ with that assessment. In the first place^ the three-^Power' Conference 
did produce results* It produced the major part of an agreed test ban treaty, and it 
might have gone very much further — it might indeed even have reach agreement -- if 
its negotiation had not been regrettably broken off in circumstances of which we are 
all aware. 
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I think the point should also be made that the problems which concern us now 
on arrangements for inspection, though broadly similar, are by no means identical 
with what they were during the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, ilfter all — and this is an argument that we are always hearing roimd this 
table — the situation has changed. We are now considering a test ban treaty which 
is based on fresh premises and on new technical knowledge, fe^ Stelle in his 
statement this morning quoted some words used earlier by Ivir, Foster, and perhaps I 
may re--quote them. This is what Ivir. Foster said: 

"Although not yet precisely defined, that verification system" — 
that is to say, the kind of verification system which is now the subject of 
negotiations — 

"is substantially different from the kinds of systems this Committee was 

discussing before the recess*" ( EI^DC/PV.96 , -p. 10 ) 
That was even before the recess — let alone before the break in the work of the 
three-Power Conmiittee. So I hope we shall not be continually faced with an argument 
that it is useless to discuss these matters because they have already been discussed 
before. 

The fact of the matter is unfortunately ~ and I regretted to note that our 
Soviet colleague made this abundantly clear this morning — that we are continually 
being faced with an attempt to elevate the whole question of the number of on-site 
inspections into a point of principle. If I may, I shoiild like on this point to 
quote what the representative of Canada said at our last meeting. He said: 

"The representatives of the Soviet Union have suggested in other contexts 

that after agreeing on a principle it is normal to discuss its application. 
•i/7ell, the principle of on-site inspection has been agreed upon, and the 

number of such inspections is a matter of the application of that principle.." 

( MD0/PY.107, p. 25 ) 
Precisely so. I do not see how the point could be more succinctly or clearly expressed. 
The question of the number is not a principle in itself, but an application of a 
principle. It is a very important application indeed, but not the only one. It seems 
to me that the very important matters -« I repeat, not matters of detail — which the 
United States representative presented to us this morning are equally applications of 
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the sajm.e principle, and are of major importance before xve can consider in the proper 

context v/hat it is on which xve are trying to reach agreement* 

I think V'/e must be clear on that pointy or we shall not make progress in our work. 
I have the feeling that a great many of us around this table would subscribe to those 
very wise words of the Canadian representative, and that it is on that principle that 
we should go forward with our work. What we need to do, as I see it, is to try to 
ascertain, in a spirit of total comprehension, that which is generally acceptable as 
the framevjork of a treaty. We cannot have that total comprehension unless we agree 
to Soudy these other important applications of principle o 

I took dovjn — accurately, I hope — some words which the representative of 
Romania used at the end of his observations this morning,, I understood him to say 
that what is required is to put aside everything which prevents honest-minded people 
from understanding x?hat the true issue is. If I have not quoted him accurately, I 
hope he V7ill accept that that was at least the general intention of his words • I 
could not agree rnore^ That is what I am asking that we should be allowed' to do, 

I took down also a phrase used by the Soviet representative. If I understood 
him rightly, he said that what was required was to, reach agreement on inspections in 
general. Again I entirely agree c It is in that spirit that we should now agree to 
study very carefully v/hat uhe United States representative has told us, and not to 
shirk issues. Certainly .the United Kingdom delegation is perfectly prepared to go on 
trying to explain itp: point of view on the question of numbers; but what we ask is 
that our colleagues v/ho feel differently from us on that point will do us the 
courtesy — and, more than that, do the Conference the service — of studying the 
Important applications of principle regarding the question of inspection which are 
put forward to them by their colleagues, 

^?.'^JI!§ARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist- Republics) .( translation from Russian ): 

In order that the United Kingdom representative may have no misunderstanding about 

what r said, I will explain that xvhen we urge the United States to agree with us on 

the question of inspection, all the members of the Committee present here knov^ quite 

v/ell that we are referring to the proposal for two to three . inspections; and you alone, 

Sir Pa\a, try to imply that we are merely asking the united States to agree with us on 

inspection in general. What does asking that we reach agreement on inspection in 

general mean? This is a hollow phrase, devoid of any material content. One can agree 
on inspection in general an,d tjien hold up everything on technical details. 
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( ¥r. Tsarapkin, USSR ) 



That is just what the United States is driving at; but we ^^^ill not agree to it^ 
because we set a very high value on '-oil agreement on the cessation of tests and wish 
to achieve it» If vre were to agree to carry on technical div.cassions v/ithout an 
agreement on the inspection quota^ the inevitable result would be to lead the 
Committee into a quagmire of endless sterile disputes;, and then we would certainly 
never be able to reach agreement on this matter* ¥e must make the most of the 
existing' possibilities for an agreement. If you let the Committee become involved 
in technical discussions without an agreement on the main question^ all these 
possibilities ^vill quickly disappear, We do not want such a harmful and dangerous 
course to be taken in our discus sions, 

jyjr. STELLB (United States of /imerica): The Soviet representative has 
just charged the United States with \fanting to discuss the general arrangements 
for on-site inspection because it wants to torpedo the Conference. I do not need 
to give any reasons why that charge is not true. It seems to me that from what 
has been said today^ and not only by representatives of the "''estern Powers in this 
Conference^ it is quite clear that the arrangements for inspection^ particularly 
when we are both talking about small numbers^ are just as mportant as the numbers 
themselves. They are^ as our United Kingdom colleague has made so abundantly 
clear^ equal to the numbers as importcjit applications of the accepted principle 

of on-'Site inspection. 

It seems to me that the Soviet representative's point it^ jiot well taken when 
he says that we would be discussing these arrangements in a vacuimi. The numbers 
that the Soviet Union is proposing are two to three. We had proposed eight to ten^ 
and we have proposed^ in the context of arrangements which I have outlined this 
morning for the Committee;, the number seven. ■:-7e are not in a vacuum as far as 
the numbers, of on-site inspections are concerned; both of us are talking about a 
number of inspections v/hich can be e:}cpressed by a single digit, "i^e are in a 
vacuum as regards any idea of vrhat the Soviet Union ^s views arc on what inspections 
should be^ how they should be triggered^ how the teams should be staffed^ what 
areas should be open to search ;, what should be the functions of an inspection team. 
That is the vacuum^, and it is the vacuum we must fill by agreement before we can 
get a treaty. 
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It is our sincere belief that c?. discussion of these arrangements and our proposals 
on them would not bo a lengthy process* We think our proposals are fair; if the 
Soviet representative believes they are not^ v/e should like to hear that expressed* 
If he has any -changes he wants to propose^ we should like to hear them expressed. 
But it seems very clear to me that -.V3 just vShall not make progress towards a treaty 
— towards the treaty which I sincerely believe every representative arounc': this 
table desires. — -onless we can get on ivdth the v/ork of fine' ing out what vie are 
talking about when ya are talking about on-^ite inspections, I also sincerely 
believe that an agreement on th^ general r-mge of arrangements :fcor on-site inspections 
would make our task of agreeing en a nujnber of inspections easier, I hope we can 
get on with the job, 

I-ir, TSARiiFKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-oublics ) ( translation from 
Russian ): I wish to reply to the United States representative^ rir. Stelle. He has 
just said that the number of 'inspections is important and that the arr.-ngements for 
inspection are just as importcnt. Ve do not object to discussing the method of 
carrying out inspection :.fter we have an agreement on inspection and;, conseoiiently^ 
when ^^re know that inspections will be carried out. But at present we have no 
agreement on inspection at all; yet you want to .involve us in abstract controversies 
about how inspection could be carried out. Since v/e have no agreement;, we fail to 
understand why we should discuss the methods of carrying out inspection, ''le cannot 
agree to negotiations on a o;aestion which is pointless and devoid of any real 
significance. 

The fact that the United St-te.v objects to a normal procedure for the discussion 
of the question of inspection shows once again that it is in fact torpedoing the 
negotiations* I would remind the members of the Committee in re ,-ard to the questions 
of what inspection is^ how it should be carried out^ who should form the i-.spection 
te.-^jns;, what they should do^ and what the area of inspection should be^ that the 
United vStates has dragged out all these questions for foTir years and compelled us 
to discuss them, /'.nd what are the results of those four years of negotio.tions- on 
the technical aspects? Nothing* "-'e have no agreement. If we again follow this 
path into which the United States is once more trying to drag us^ we shall %o on 
talking for -nether ten years^ but there vrill be no agreement. VTiien we are agreed 
on tv70 to three inspections;, however;, the way to an -^.greement will be open. But that 
is precisely what the United States obviously does not want. 
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The CHAIRi^lAK (Canada): Does any other representative T-.dsh to speak? 
'Mr. Stelle^ I hope this exchange of viev/s between t-'-o of the delegations will not 
go on for ever* 

¥\r. STELLS (United States of /jnerica): I do not intend to go on for 
ever, I v/ould just like to say quite frankly that I did not understand some of the 
things the Soviet representative said. I should like to read them in the verbatim 
record and reply at a later meeting^ if reply is v/arranted* 

The GHAIRCxN (Cojaada): Does any other representative wish to speak? If 
not^ I should like to place before the Committee a recommendation by the co-Chairm.en^ 
which I will read: 

''The co-Chairmen recommend to the Committee that as a general rule 
the Monday plenary meeting of each week should be devoted to. a. discussion 
of the test ban. The two other meetings should be allotted to discussion, 
of general and complete disarmament, beginning with items 5(b) and (c) of 
document SND0/52» However, if there are delegations which vash to make further 
statements on the test ban, then one of the two remaining meetings — that is, 
either on "vednesday or on Friday — could be devoted to test ban problems* 

''The meeting on Friday, 15 iferch, should be open for discussion on 
both general disarmament and test ban- questions. 

"1:0 agreement v^ra.s reached between the co-Chairmen on an agenda for 
the Co.:.mittee of the -\Tiole" 

That is the recommendation of the co-Chairmen, and I should be glad to have ■ 
the vieTvs of any representatives on the procedure ?jhich is recommended to them* 

Mr* BLUSZTAJI\i (Poland): :% note v/ith satisfaction that some measure of 

agreement has been reached between the two co-Chairmen regarding our future programme 
of work. From what the Chairman has just read, it would a-opear that on Friday next 

we shall have general and complete disarmam.ent <?jid the test ban questions on our 
agenda • 

However, it is with less satisfaction that I aclmowledge the fact that no 

agreement has been reached with regard to the agenda of the ^ommittee of the '.Tiole. 
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I reclisc that it might not have boon advisable for the tv:o co-Chairmon to spell out 
in detail the reasons for their disagreement <, Before vre accept this statement of 
our two co-Chairmen^ I would suggest that we hear from both of them the reasons for 
their disagreement^ and that we devote one of our next meetings to the discussion of 
the agenda of the Committee of the '-'/hole* In eny caose^ my delegation would like to 
make some comitients on the way it envisages the prograi'nme of work for the Committee 
of the V-Jhole, 

The CHAIRii/JI (Canada): I take it that the suggestion of the representative 
of Poland is that^ at the next meeting or on some suitable occasion^ the co-Chairmen 
should explain their vievriDoints on the subject matter of collateral measures which 
rndght be taken up in the Committee of the -nJhole^ and thus explain to the Comjrdttee 
why it has not been possible to reach an agreement, ?rom the document that I have 
had passed to me I take it tho.t although no agreement was reached^ it does not mea.n 
that their discussions on the matter have come to -an end. Therefore^ if the 
representative of Poland agrees^ perhaps we might leave the explanations or statements 
from the co-Chairmen on this particular matter until cnother meeting* '^^ould that 
be acceptable? 

Mr^ BLUSZTAJW (Poland): les^ that wouli be entirely acceptable to me* 
Let us say that we devote our meeting on Friday to a discussion of this problemo 

Mr. CAVALL:STTI (Italy) ( trr.nslation from French ): I am sure that all 
delegations^ particularly my ovm^ desire the CoEunittee of the •'.Tiole to resujne its 
v7ork» I presume that that is ho-v: we are to understand what you^ Mr. Chairman^ have 
just read out: namely that the two co-Chairmen intend to continue their efforts 
to reach agreement • I think that vv-e must have confidence in our two co-Chairmen^ 
and wait until they reach a decision which I hope will lead to the resumption of 
the work of the Comi?iittee of the V'/liole* 
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lie. HARRINGTON (Burma); I^'iy viev/s on this matter have already been 
stated very clearly^ I think^ and I do not propose to repeat them. Let me start 
by saying- that^ if the other members of the Committee do not object to the procedure 
which you have outlined today^ I^. Chairman ^^ I v/ould not wish to stand in the x^ray^. 
except in one regard, 

I think it has clways been understood that the question of nuclear testing 
could be brought up by any delegation at ony time id.thout any previous notice. 
That, Ithink^ has been the position which we have all accepte:! before. But the 
proposal which you have just put before us, Ifr* Chairman, would imply that on at 
least one of the three days each week the question of nuclear testing could not 
be brought up at all, I do not know if I cm right in interpreting it in that 
fashion; but if I am, I should merely like to suggest that v/e go back to what had 
been arranged previously, -'fe c?ji work on the basis of on understanding; but I do 
think it i^ important that we should leave it open for any delegation which so wishes 
to raise the question of nuclear testing at any meeting without any prior notice. 

The CHAIR^IAJM (Canada): In reply first to the representative of Burma, 
my understanding is that, in accordance >/ith the rules which were adopted b3^ 
agreement between the co~Chaixanen in the early stages of our discussion, in the 
plenary meetings any delegation, in spite of any subsequent arrangements which 
may be made .for the agenda, is at liberty to bring up any subject at. anytime. 
It I am v/rong, perhaps one of the co-Chairmen v;ould correct me* 

]yfr, STELLE (United States of /unerica): I believe you .are quite correct, 
I^iT, Chairman, The general rules of procedure under which the Committee has been 
operating provides in a familiar phrase that, whatever agenda is agreed, whatever 
item is agreed on for general discussion on any particular day — 

"4» Nothing contained herein is intended to preclude any delegation 

from raising and discussing any subject or proposal in any plenarjT- session 

of the Committee," (ENDC/52) . 
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Mr, TS.'.RAPKIN (Union of Soviet SocialivSt Revaxblics ) ( tr^-nslat i on f ron 
Russian ) : I should like also to roinincV the representativo of Burma^ Mr, 
Barrin,5ton^ that we are all bound also by General ..ssemblj^ resolution 176? (XVIl) 
of 21 October 1962* Paragraph 2 of this resolution cp.llvS upon our Committee 
to rvive primary attention to the problem of general and coriplete disarmainent ♦ 
Moreover^ this resolution re.:/uests the Eighteen Nation Goninittee t.^ submit a 
report on the prvaroi^s of its work not later than the second week of April* 
Everyone attaches due importance to the question of the cessation, of nuclear 
weapon ti^sts;, in which we have been very much engrossed, Thj.s has been reflected 
in the reconiaendj.ti ^n wrhich v/e have submitted on behalf of the two co-^Chairm.en* 
It shows hoar much we take into consideration in the work of the Ei.3hteen Nation 
Committee^ and will continue to take into consideration in the future_, the 
importance of the auestixn of the cessation of nuclecr v/eapon tests* 

We prop)se that in the future^ out of three meetin^^-s a v/eek^ one or even two 
might always be devoted to th'c- cessation of tests. But at least one m.eeting 
should be set aside f .)r the cardinal problem^ :)f our tiiue — aenercil and complete 
disarmament. I think that this recomiaendati jn is a sound one and in accordance v/ith 
the oblig^itions placed upon is by the General /.ssembly. It was already a month 
yesterday since v.re bec^an our work^ and we still hav-: n")t com.e to the question 
of general and complete disarmament o Those were the considerations which 
guided us when we reached agreement on the question of the recomaendation of 
the co-Chairmen. I think that the xepre-rentative of Burm.a will appreciate our 
hui-nble efforts and f--dll not object to the proposed procedure. 

Mr. T;.R. ;B:.Ivnv (Bulgaria) ( transl atlm f rom French ): I do not intend 
at this stage to discuss this question at lengthy but I should like to take the 
opportunity of saying^that v/e agree in principle vdth the co-Chairmen^ s 
recorni.^endation. VJe are also ii-:-. agreement ivith the representative of Burma \faen 
he says that^ as long e.s there are serious issues in connexion mth the cessation 
of nuclear test;.-i t> be considered by the Coraaittee^ any aelegr.tion will be at 
liberty to bring them up ^t any plenary meeting of our Conference. 
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AS we understand it^ the co-Chairr-en^ s reconxaendati ni" has been frai-ied \\rith 
a view to organizing our work on a clearer basis so as to enable delegations, 
to prepare their statei?cents» 

I think that when Mro Stello^ the United States representative^ qu:»ted the 
first sentence of paragraph 4 of the co-Chairmen^ s reconriendations concerning 
the pr cedure to be followred: 

"Nothing ~ c rntained herein is intended to preclude any delegation from 

raising a,nd discussing any subject or proposal in any plenary session of 

the Comittee" ( SNDC/52 ), 
he did so to indicate his agreement that the question of nuclear tests could be 
raised. No doubt the representative of Burma ^^ras a little concerned regarding 
the last sentence of this paragraph^ i>rhich reads: 

"The present arrangements are not intended to apply to the consideration 

during plenary sessions Df the question of a treaty for banning nuclear 

weapon tests and of questions relating to the work of the Comjnittee of 

the '^oleo" ( ibid>, p^I ) 
I think that^ in accordance x^^ith the arrangements we have made and with the 
consent of all members of the Comnittee^ \je should put that question on the 
agenda. 

I have^ however^ asked for the floor for another reason, I should like to 
urge the co-Chairmen t^ give serious consideration^ as suggested by our Polish 
colleague/ to .what a,re called colla^teral questions. In the difficult situation 
in which we are placed concerning certain isvsuss^ the solution of collateral 
questi')ns might create a better atmosphere both within this Conference and 
outside it. We might perhaps in this way be able to reach agreement on the 
issues v:e are proposing to discuss^ and above all on the cessation of nuclear 
tests^ as all the members of this Comi^dttee wish, "ie must not forget that the 
solution of collateral questions would^ ii.iprove the atmosphere of discussions in 
this Committee. In coi?inon with our Polish colleague^ therefore^ I urge the co-Chairmen 
between noiv and Friday to make arrangements for discussing these collateral 
measures^ so that at our ne^cb meeting we m.ay have the definite view^or decision^ 
of the co-Chairmen^ which would be in the form of a recomm.endation to the 
Committee. 
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( Mr ^ 'Tarabanov, B ulgaria) 
We should alo > h^vo an .)-oportunity at our next iiiootin^ of discussin,^ the 
pr 'cedure t^ be ad.'pted in the Co-.^:iittee of tho VJliole Tor de^.lin::: ^^dth the other 
questions on our Conference's :^;"_,enda^ especially those desimed to facilitate our 
w^rk and t.^ create a better atmosphere. 

There does n'^t seor: to be any opposition t) the discussion of {general and 
cO'Tiplete disaririoiiient; but a,t our rie^± neetinp ^re should like to have a proposal 
fr"H the co-Chairmen concerning collateral eueytions ■;/7hich the Com:uttee could then 
consider. 

Mr^ B.JiRINGTOiN: (Burina): 1 think I hpcve already made it clear that^ 
I'/hile I have res i:rvati:)ns about that^ 1 do n-t propose to stand in the vray. However - 
although I think the qu;tation t^ which the representative e»f Bu.l.p.aria has just 
referred thr.r'vrs a little doubt on the procedural situation^ which the United Sta.tes 
co-Chairman has tried to clear up — 1 should be prepared to leave it on the 
understanding that we can continue our meetings on the basis proposed in the present 
pr)posa.l of ^ur co-Chairmen. But I personally re^-pard it as Important that it should 
be possible f ^r any delegati:)n ^-^hich feels strongly enouph about it to raise the 
question -)f. the cessation of nuclear tests a.t any plenary meetin^:; of the Conoittee 
without^ as I say^ necessarily havinp to give any advance notice. I think that if 
v/e can reach a loe^se sort of understanding of that kind we might leave it at that. 

The CIlxiril:L.J>l (Canada)' 1 feel that probably the sense of the meetin;;; is 
in line xv^ith the vie-.r expressed by the representative of Burma: that is to say^ 
that in proceeding on the lines proposed by the co-Chairm,en it is still to be 
understo:)d tho.t any dele/^-.tion wishin^^ to raise questionv^ relating to the nuclear 
test ban at any plenary meeting should be entitled to do so, 

Mr . ST dlLLL (United States of /jaerica): I certainl]^ do not dissent 
from: that But my interpretati:n of our a.areed procedure is that it does not 
refer onlj" to puOvStions of the. nuclear test ban^ and that every representative 
has:.;a. -ri^^t. to raise any auestion -t all thet he desires at any plenary meetin/3 
of the -Committee _j withi^ut prior notice. 
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The CHAIRJ>.LiN (Canada): If no other representative wishes to speak;, I 
shall take it that the proposals recorrAended by the co--Chairnen are adopted,, vriith the 
understanding that any delegation is free to raise the question of the nuclear test ban 
at any plenarj^ meeting^ until we get an agreements 
It wag so decided , 

Mr. TS:.i:L.PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics ) ( translation from 
Russian) : -s can be seen from the reconiiTiendation of the co--Chairmen just adopted^ 
the last sentence says that no agreement was reached on an agenda for the -Comirdttee 
of the Miole, Owing to lack of tii?,e^ this h?s not been explained today; but 
ap-^arently the. Comi:iittee will be interested to know why this question remained 
unsettled and i^^hat the differences arej and apparently they v/ill wish to exchange 
vie^^J■s. I think it will be convenient to do so at our next meeting^ as the 
representative of Poland has suggested* 

The C::iAlRJ:iiJ\f (Canada): I thought it had been agreed that such an exchange 
of views might take place after consultation in the meantime between the co-Chairmen, 
If that is a,cceptable to the co-Chairm.en^ naturally the rest of the mem-bers of the 
Committee are always prepared to adhere to their decisions on procedure* 

The Conference decided to issue the following comJMUnique : 

^'The-- Conference of the ;:::ighteen--Nation Committee on Disarmament today held 
its one hundred and eighth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations,, Geneva^ 
under the chairmanship of Mr, Burns ^ representative of Canada, 

"Statements were m.ade by the representatives of the United States^ Romania^ 
Canada;, the Soviet Union^ the United Kingdom ;, P.^land^ Italy^ Burma^ and Bulgaria, 

''The next meeting of the Conference i^dll be held on Friday^ 15 March 1963^ 
at 10,30 a,m." 



The meeting rose at 1 p,m. 



